
From: M. Crigler
To: Homeownership
Subject: Homeownership Program Review
Date: Thursday, January 4, 2024 11:13:48 PM

Dear Anna et al,

I missed the window for the survey and want to submit my written support for the proposed changes to the
Affordable Homeownership Program. I think the proposed changes strike a fair balance of building equity and
potentially (but not absolutely) enabling inheritance, while putting limits in place for both issues.

Best wishes,
Marjorie Crigler

mailto:mdcrigler@mac.com
mailto:homeownership@Cambridgema.gov


From: Alysha Hearn
To: Homeownership
Subject: Homeownership Program Review
Date: Monday, November 20, 2023 10:29:46 PM

Hello Anna and Chris,

Thank you so much for devoting so much time and energy into trying to make the affordable home ownership
program in Cambridge as fair and beneficial as possible.  Thank you also for asking for our opinions.

To me the point of affordable housing isn't just creating cheap places for people to live, it is elevating people from
poverty, giving them an opportunity to better their lives and their children's lives and thus make society as a whole a
better, happier, healthier and wealthier place.

As a young single mother with a job in education, raising two children in an expensive city with minimal help was
very hard.  I attribute much of my stability and success and my children's success to being able to live here, and
have access to the great public school system.  There is no way I could have raised my children in Cambridge
without winning the housing lottery and being able to purchase a home through the city.

That being said, had I bought a house outside of the city in a place that was a similar price at the time, my kids
wouldn't have had access to the great schools, but I would have far more wealth than I do now because home prices
have increased astronomically over the last few years (I think the value of my condo, if appraised at market value
has gone up about $500,000 during the time I've lived here).  While I am extremely grateful for the location I live,
the equity I have now and would have even with the proposed changes to home value is minimal.  

Here is my situation.  I purchased my condo in 2003 (20 years ago!!!) for $150,000.  I had to refinance to remove
my ex-husband from the deed and since I had to roll in the home equity loan he had taken out to buy time-shares (I
know, I'm stuck with those too.). Now 20 years later, I still have about $95,000 left on my mortgage to pay.  If I am
doing the calculations correctly, and I really hope I'm not, that would mean it would be worth about $225,000 now
with the proposed increase?  Even if the refinance hadn't happened, it still is a minuscule amount compared with
how much market value homes have increased during the same time period. The proposed resale value would
place my house $600,000 under market value! Unless you give people a fair value, they will never leave because
they can't afford to.  Where could I afford to live after paying on this house for twenty years?  There is no place in
MA I could move for the sale price, even with the proposed increase to 2.5%.

What I recommend is that after 25 years of affordable home ownership it is reverted back to market value. 
This makes it so affordable home owners won't be punished financially for investing in their community over their
lifetime.

As for passing a home down to children, I don't think the children should be income eligible.  The reason is
because the whole point of affordable home ownership is to get kids out of poverty by giving them stable housing in
a great school district.  If you make it necessary for the beneficiaries to fall within low income guidelines, the kids
may limit themselves in order to qualify as staying in the family home.  I would hate if my children feel pressured to
take on lower paying jobs so they can meet guidelines to be able to keep living in the their family home in the
neighborhood they grew up in and call home.  

I think the goal should always be how do we elevate families out of poverty so we don't need to depend on
affordable housing anymore vs how to we make lots of affordable homes for poor families to stay in.  I think it
would be great if I could purchase something market price in this neighborhood and give this house to someone else
to give them a chance to raise their children here too, but unfortunately with the current and proposed resale
program I will never be able to move and I can only hope that my kids will stay poor so that way they can possibly
be able to live in their childhood home under the proposed guidelines after I die in this place.

While I am extremely grateful for my home and all the good it has brought in my life, it is frustrating that I can't
pass it on to my children or sell it for a value that is closer to market value after investing such a huge portion of my
life here.

mailto:alyshahearn@yahoo.com
mailto:homeownership@Cambridgema.gov


Best,

Alysha

















From: Bet MacArthur
To: Homeownership
Subject: Homeownership Program Review
Date: Monday, November 20, 2023 2:42:03 PM

From:
Bob Filmore and Bet MacArthur at 29 Magee St, also known as
38-44 Hayes St, Unit A.  Contacts below.
We purchased our 3BR 1.5 BA, 1,210 sf  single-unit townhome in 1988 as a Moderate
Income Family. We got a mortgage of about $97k on the sale price of about $99K.
A comparable unit at the time on the open market was going for about $210 K.
We don't care about heritability, as our two kids do not live in MA.
We do endorse the value of making properties available at affordable levels for
future first-time homebuying families.
Note:  these units were supposed to be 'starter homes' for buyers, yet the original buyers
are still living in these 5 homes 35 years later, with the exception of one unit, which
has changed owners twice over the years (now on third owners). Everyone else has gladly
stayed put.
The current value of our townhome within the Affordable Homeownership
Program is about $460k.  Having exploited our equity over the years, we
currently owe about $140K on the home and pay about $800/mo on the the current loan.
If this town home were to be sold on the open market, it would be priced at about $950k.
Yes our condo fees have increased significantly over the years, and we have performed all due
maintenance, replaced roofs, replaced decks, replaced water heating systems, & plumbing &
windows g as needed.
The original windows were of very poor quality, and poorly installed, they leaked snow
into the house from Day 1. Everyone eventually had to replace all windows.
The original hot water heaters were all high-tech wall-mounted instant heaters, and all
failed, due to the original contractors installing too-short exhaust flues to the roof of each unit.
Inspectional Services came (the was 30+ yr ago) and immediately pointed out the stacks were
too short. Someone else at Inspectional Services screwed up on the original approvals of
existing construction, when the units were new, since the defect was instantly obvious to the
later Insp Svces guy.  We all had to replace with conventional tank-type hot water heaters.
Then when the new school was being built next door (Putnam Ave), with a geothermal heating
system, the extreme pounding in the ground just 35' from our homes, to dig to thermal depths,
risked cracking our walls or foundations/cellars. We had to get a lawyer
to force the school builders to do video documentation of the integrity of our homes before
any cracking, to defend any later claims that our foundations or walls became cracked or
compromised.  This was very stressful (pun intended).
We have very much appreciated being able to contact the Community Development Dept
whenever we have needed to refinance our home, the CDD supply us with proof of the value
of the home. for the lending bank.
Hope this info helps,
Bet MacArthur
=================================== 
Bet MacArthur MSW LICSW     Cambridge MA                                                                 
Pronouns: She series 
arenagroup@comcast.net c/t - 617 306 3259
PLEASE NOTE:  Email is not reviewed daily --
If your message is time-sensitive, please call
or text at the number above.
===================================

mailto:arenagroup@comcast.net
mailto:homeownership@Cambridgema.gov


From: Vaibhav P. Pai
To: Homeownership
Subject: Re: Homeownership Program Review
Date: Tuesday, December 5, 2023 11:36:03 AM

Thank you so much Anna,

I had access to the presentation and had gone through it but I totally missed the point that in
the current method the calculation is NOT based on the whole amount and based only on the
amount of personal equity in the house. 

With this new and correct understanding I would like to scrap or delete my previous feedback
for the revised program and submit a new version of feedback which is below. 

My new feedback for the new program.

First of all I want to thank the city of Cambridge and the CDD for having the affordable
housing program in the first place which has been really life changing for me and my family.
We would not be able to be here in Cambridge or even anywhere near Boston area if it were
not for this program. 

We are also deeply appreciative of the continuous effort by you all to make this program better
for us and the time, effort and resources spent to achieve this. Thank you!

Comparing the new proposed program and the current program for equity appreciation, I
believe that over long term the new proposed program is significantly better than the current
program. 
 In addition, I would also like to make a request for an additional consideration. Under non-
normal economic conditions like the past 2 years where the inflation was as high as 9%, it
might be helpful to have a provision for additional appreciation only in those years (I am not
saying 9% but some amount beyond the proposed 2.5%) to make sure that there is no major
loss in equity. Hopefully such situation would never happen again but learning from recent
past it would be a good buffer to have in case such a situation would arise again in future. 

Overall I am happy with the proposed changes to the program.

Thanks again for all your help Anna

Take care and have a wonderful day!

Pai

On Mon, Dec 4, 2023, 17:51 Homeownership <homeownership@cambridgema.gov> wrote:

Hello Pai,

 

mailto:pai.vaibhav@gmail.com
mailto:homeownership@Cambridgema.gov
mailto:homeownership@cambridgema.gov


Written comments through 
1/4/24 Submit to 
homeownership@cambridgema.gov  

 
I Marcia Ross, am in comprehensive agreement on the present state of recommendations for 
home ownership in Cambridge, MA. 
 
Signed, 
 

Marcia Ross 
 
Marcia Ross 
December 20, 2023 
Cambridge, MA 



From: Ethan Sobel
To: Homeownership
Subject: Comments for Public Meeting
Date: Wednesday, January 3, 2024 1:33:31 PM

Hello housing trust, I am writing to support the proposed changes to the overall affordable housing covenant that
currently exist, and was previously sent to owners. They are timely and well thought out. Thank you,

Best,
Ethan Sobel
Affordable Home owner in Cambridge

mailto:sobelethan@gmail.com
mailto:homeownership@Cambridgema.gov


From: John Summers
To: Dolmatch, Anna
Cc: Homeownership
Subject: Re: Homeownership Program Review - Proposed Recommendations
Date: Monday, November 20, 2023 4:24:53 PM

Hi Anna,

My main question is this: The slideshow says that no owners are required to adopt new resale
formulas. Can we elect to do so—to sign a new affordable housing covenant—at a later date?
Or must a decision be made upon implementation of the new opportunity? I would very much
hope that the decision isn’t forced into one time-frame.

My only comment is that there’s been no mention of disability in relation to inheritance. The
recommendations suggest that an heir must be income-eligible. This could rule out my
daughter, for example, inheriting the place in order to live here with her disabled brother, in
order to keep him out of a group home, if she happens not to be poor. I’ve suggested that one
way to waive the income eligibility part of the equation would be to stipulate that if a family
member is the legal guardian of a permanently disabled family member, then she does not
necessarily need to meet the income requirements to inherit the place if the disabled family
member is living in the home. 

A family member should not need to be impoverished in order to provide life-giving care to a
disabled person. A disabled person should not need to be socked away in a group home just
for being disabled.

Housing for disabled people is a problem about 100 times more acute than for non-disabled
people. Lots and lots of federal and state legislation express the principle of accommodation in
various ways. I’m disappointed that these recommendations, in spite of my advocacy, seem to
be making the problem of disability invisible.

I can try to speak up again, but it’s not clear to me that it will matter.

John 

On Nov 20, 2023, at 1:38 PM, Dolmatch, Anna <adolmatch@cambridgema.gov>
wrote:

November 20, 2023
 
Dear John Summers: 
 
We are writing to provide an update on the ongoing Affordable Homeownership
Program review process and to invite you to review the proposed changes and give
feedback. 
 
In April 2023, the Affordable Housing Trust voted to proceed with a set of proposed
recommendations for changes to the affordable homeownership program. An overview
of the proposed recommendations, including information on current program terms,

mailto:john@johnsummers.net
mailto:adolmatch@cambridgema.gov
mailto:homeownership@Cambridgema.gov
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Dolmatch, Anna

From: Laurie A. Scott <scott.laurie@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, January 8, 2024 7:27 PM
To: Homeownership
Subject: Homeownership Program Review

Dear Committee Members of the Affordable Housing Trust: 
 
As an owner of a condominium unit purchased in 1996 through the Cambridge Affordable Housing Trust, I am 
responding to your invitation to provide feedback on your most recent recommendations in the Homeownership 
Program Review. 
 
I would first like to express my appreciation for the thoroughness and care with which this review process has been 
conducted.  The Committee has taken the trouble to clearly articulate the competing values (e.g., increasing the return 
on affordable housing units, making the resale formula easier to understand, preserving the long‐term financial 
sustainability of the program) to be considered in any program changes, has demonstrated sensitivity to the impact on 
current homeowners of the dramatic changes in the real estate market in recent years, and has repeatedly invited 
homeowners to contribute feedback on any proposed changes to the program.  All of this is much appreciated.   
 
Any useful feedback I have to offer is limited, I think, to two issues: the resale formula and the policies regarding capital 
improvements. 
 
Resale Formula:  Because I purchased my unit almost 28 years ago, in 1996, I have been concerned for some time about 
the unpredictability of the resale value.  Across this time, the 20‐year Treasury bill rate for my anniversary month (the 
rate specified in my original affordable housing agreement) has varied from a high of 7.17% to a low of 1.21%, for an 
average of 4.07%.  I therefore appreciate the simplicity and predictability built into the currently proposed Return on 
Equity formula (an annual increase of 2.5% of the original affordable purchase price).  I also appreciate the provision 
allowing homeowners to choose which resale formula will apply to the sale of their unit — the original formula or the 
currently proposed formula. After running some quick figures last night, I was both pleased and surprised to discover 
that the proposed revised formula is slightly more advantageous to me than the formula outlined in my original 
affordable housing agreement.   This is due largely to the fact that, under the proposed formula, value increases 
annually by a percentage of the original affordable purchase price rather than a percentage of the equity earned on the 
property to date.   
 
However, because I purchased my unit when real estate prices were much lower, even the proposed revised Return on 
Equity formula leaves me in a difficult financial position as I face decisions about the future.  In 1996, the full price for 
my one‐bedroom unit was $110,000; the affordable purchase price after the $25,000 allowance from the Cambridge 
Condo Buyers Initiative (the name of the program at that time) was therefore $85,000.  The new formula would 
currently provide a return on equity of about $59,500 ($2125/year), for a total resale value of $144,500.  While this is 
not an insignificant increase over the original $85,000 investment, a resale value of $144,500 limits my options going 
forward.  Many people my age plan to use the resale value of their home as a basis for funding the costs of old age — 
either the buy‐in costs for assisted living or the purchase of a small home in an area closer to a family support 
network.  The current resale value of my unit will support neither of these options.  My only option is to stay in my 
current unit, but for both personal and professional reasons, that is not feasible.  Thus, my participation in the 
affordable homeownership program has left me in a quite vulnerable position as I approach old age.  (This is not to 
minimize, however, my appreciation for the availability of affordable housing for the time I’ve resided in my current 
unit.) 
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I have wondered whether an additional option might be added to your current proposals — a Return on Equity formula 
that, again, is based on the original affordable purchase price (in my case, $85,000) but that increases not by a set 2.5% 
but rather an average of the 20‐year Treasury Bill rate over the homeownership period (in my case, currently 
4.07%).  Such a formula might be especially helpful to long‐term homeowners like myself while still preserving both the 
overall affordability of the unit for the next buyer and the financial sustainability of the affordable homeownership 
program overall.   
 
Capital Improvements:  The proposed change to the policy regarding reimbursement at the time of resale for capital 
improvements — with a proposed cap of $5,000/year — is most welcome.  One of my deepest concerns over the years 
about the ultimate resale value of my unit has been the limited reimbursement (a cap of 1% per year of the affordable 
purchase price) for capital improvements.  My condo is located in a rather elegant, 1920s‐era building holding 100 units, 
most of which are much larger than my 483 sq. ft. apartment.  The few units in the condominium association 
comparable to mine —  i.e., small one‐bedroom units of approximately 500 sq. ft. — currently sell for over 
$500,000.  Most units in the building — the larger one‐bedrooms and the two‐bedroom units — now typically sell for 
between $650,000 and $1,000,000.  As a result, owners in the building are not reluctant to approve capital improvement 
projects that result in special assessments; these owners will easily recoup their costs for any special assessment at the 
time of resale.  In my time here, however, I have repeatedly faced special assessments that cost me over $3000/year, an 
amount that wipes out any benefit I gain annually from the Return on Equity formula (whether the original or the 
revised formula).  In addition, the increase in construction costs and contractors’ fees over the past several years means 
that capital improvements to an individual unit are likely to far exceed 1% of the affordable purchase price (which, for 
me, would be only $850/year).  Increasing the cap to $5000/year would therefore be extremely helpful.  
 
I have two questions, however: 
 
a)  Might it be possible to offer this increased cap on capital improvements even to those homeowners who opt to 
follow their original resale formula (which now stipulates a 1% annual cap)? 
 
b)  It would be helpful if homeowners could access reliable guidance and information on what constitutes a “capital 
improvement” for their unit not only at the time of resale but also across the years of homeownership.   About 10 years 
ago I spoke on the phone with Robert Vining of the Community Development Department specifically about this issue.  I 
was concerned, in particular, about the costs I was incurring for the repeated special assessments assigned by my condo 
association.  According to the notes of our conversation I made at the time, Mr. Vining provided some reassurance 
regarding the special assessments: he told me that the CCD would need to review the type of work done but that, "in 
general, repairs and improvements done to common areas fall under the category of ‘capital 
improvements’.”   However, that statement seems to run counter to the written policies of the CCD, which appear 
instead to limit ‘capital improvements’ to “new elements to the common areas and facilities of the Residence, and shall 
not include replacement of existing elements, even if the replacement is over higher quality, or is more extensive.”  The 
ability to access reliable guidance on such issues long before the time of resale would help homeowners evaluate their 
overall financial situation regarding the eventual sale of their unit.   
 
Thank you for all of the work you have put into the proposed changes to the Affordable Homeownership Program and 
for your consideration of my comments. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Laurie A. Scott 
5 Arlington St., Apt. 3 
Cambridge, MA  02140 
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Dolmatch, Anna

From: P M <paulamaute@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, January 8, 2024 7:51 PM
To: Homeownership
Subject: homeowner comment for Camb Affordable Housing Trust meeting Jan. 11

 
 
 
Hello Cambridge Affordable Housing Trust, 
As a member of the public and an owner of an affordable condo in Cambridge overseen by the Cambridge 
Community Development Dept., I'd like to make several comments about the proposed changes for your Jan. 
11, 2024 meeting. 
 
1) In the proposed changes, homeowners in Cambridge Community Development Dept.'s Affordable Trust 
Homebuyers program can opt to remain with our original contact with the CDD/Affordable Trust or sign the 
new agreement.  I'd like to stay with my original contact because I paid a large downpayment down when I 
bought and my mortgage will be paid off in less than a year. I  would like to receive the interest rate of the 10‐
year treasury bond as I benefit from this option. I've lived in my condo for 18 yrs. If I choose this option, I will 
not be able to pass my condo on to my daughter, which I would like to be able to do (if of course, she meets 
the income limits). If I don't sign the new agreement, she won't have the option of inheriting her childhood 
home.   This is unfair.  If I want to pass it on, I will have to accept the new contract which offers only 2% 
interest for the entire value of the condo.  This favors those who put little money down and have higher 
mortgages. 
 
2) I see several flaws in the process of collecting input for this Affordable Housng Trust change. My 
understanding is that you collected opinions from homeowners and those waiting for a condo to buy ‐‐ those 
on the waiting list.  It seems that those on the waiting list would without a doubt say that do not want an 
option for the condo owners to have the option of buying their condos from the city (This question was in the 
written survey and in the live meeting we had with a firm that collected our input). 
 
3)  Several other towns and cities allow condo owners to buy their affordable homes/condos from the city 
after a certain amount of years of living in the condo.  Watertown is one of these towns; I believe that 
Watertown lets their "affordable homeowner program" homeowners who have lived there for  15 yrs. to buy 
their homes and begin to build equity. The condo I bought for $170,000 in 2005 from the Cambridge 
Affordable Housing program is now worth about $200,000 and thus my investment has shrunk considerably 
based on inflation and today's spiraling housing prices/ values. Surely I would not have been able to afford a 
condo in Cambridge in 2005 and I appreciate the Cambridge Affordable Trust Program has enabled me to buy 
a condo and raise my daughter here in Cambridge.  However,  I can not afford to move elsewhere given this 
limited equity contract.   Having a home to pass down to our children and maintain in the family home is 
important as well as having a home that builds equity.    
 
4) I suggest that the new contract or covenant should include monetary appreciation for the upkeep and 
repairs that Cambridge affordable homeowners pay. For instance, my condo of 6 units just paid $36,400 to get 
6 dormers repaired (not the roofs but the dormers!) and we do not receive any added equity or value for this 
expense, only for upgrades.  Homeowners around the country pour repair and upkeep/maintenance money 
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into their homes and expect to get it back when they sell due to the ever‐rising cost of housing and 
inflation.  Offering us a paltry 2% (or 10‐year treasury bond rate on our principle) and not including what we 
pay for upkeep does not keep up with inflation and feels like a losing proposition for homeowners. At an 
earlier Cambridge Affordable Trust meeting I heard a member of the Trust say that we need to keep the cost 
of affordable housing down so that the city can afford to keep building housing and replenish its stock and so 
that low‐income folks can afford to buy affordable housing but it seems that the current owners are paying 
the price. 
 
5)  Also it seems that this review and revision process should be more open. The last meeting I went to with 
the Camb. Com Dev. Dept about a month ago, affordable homeowners could not talk during the meeting or 
even see who was there (it was on Zoom), we were able only to comment (in a legal tape recording) and ask 
questions but there was no back and forth conversation for us. The process feels closed and railroaded. 
 
Thanks for your consideration, and your work. 
 
Paula Maute 

68 Bolton St. Unit #1  
Cambridge MA  02140 
 
 

January 2, 2024 

  

Dear Paula Maute: 

  

We are writing to inform you of an upcoming meeting relating to the ongoing Affordable Homeownership Program 
review process. 

  

Further discussion of potential program changes is planned for the meeting of the Affordable Housing Trust scheduled 
for Thursday, January 11th at 4 p.m. This meeting will be held remotely on Zoom. Registration is available through the 
link in the Trust even posting on the City calendar. In addition, the agenda and the link to register will be posted on the 
Trust page of the Housing Division website here: 

  

https://www.cambridgema.gov/CDD/housing/housingtrust 

  

Please scroll down the page to the “Meetings, Agendas, and Minutes” section for these link. Meeting agendas are 
posted no less than 48 hours prior to the meeting. 

  



 

Transcript of verbal comments received at Homeowner Information and 
Feedback Sessions 

 

Comment #1:  

I'm Lorraine Murphy at 43 Blanchard Road. 

Dear Affordable Housing Covenant, 

I want a divorce. After these 10 plus years, I conclude that this no longer works in my best 
interest. In the beginning of our commitment, I was on cloud nine, mesmerized by being able to 
buy a condominium for myself in my young child. I trusted you to be an equal partner. Even 
though I ended up ineligible for the financial assistance program, shortly before the first closing 
was scheduled, you decided to go forward with this anyway. I had second thoughts but decided 
to go through with it for personal reasons. I was born and raised in North Cambridge, as were 
both of my parents. My great-grandparents on both sides migrated here in the 1800s. I love my 
city. Only after the closing on November 18th, 2013, did I finally get to read the deed. 

 

I was dismayed to learn that it would take me 99 years to own this condominium. I also learned 
I was prevented from earning equity, transferring ownership to my children, rented out and 
could only be reimbursed a small percentage of the cost of repairs made to the property, which 
you ultimately own. In 2017, I found that many home repairs were needed. I was told by the 
Affordable Housing Covenant to go to Just-A-Start and apply for a city loan. I was approved. But 
unfortunately, Just-A-Start did not comply with their own rules. Damages were made to my 
property by their contractors, and Jim Sleeper forged my name to endorse a check payable to 
Thomas Russell. I met Mayor Denise Simmons who tried to correct these Just-A-Start abuses 
after Jim Sleeper was let go. Due to his actions, I no longer trusted Just-A-Start to be fair, 
competent, or reliable. I decided to use my Discover card and asked my parents for help. 

 

Then in 2018, I went to see Mayor Mark McGovern. He refused to look at the before and after 
photographs of damages done to 43 Blanchard Road. The issues I had with Just-A-Start 
Financing Department and the invoices that I got that were inflated. I only asked for $5,000 to 
pay for the damages done to my property by the Just-A-Start contractors, even though the 
costs were higher. 

 



As of this year, 2023, I was given a 30-page building inspector's report by the new owners of 41 
Blanchard Road, the only other unit in this building, summarizing all the common area problems 
that need to be fixed. I cannot pay my portion, which is 48% of the repair costs. Therefore, 
since I am keeping this house, I require that one, an amendment be made to the deed, 
releasing me from any and all of ties with you. Second, a new deed naming me the sole owner 
of 43 Blanchard Road. Third, I will pay you back $102,000, which is a down payment of 
$107,000, minus the damages of $5,000, made by Just-A-Start. And lastly, a copy of the check 
upon which my signature was forged. I look forward to closure. 

Sincerely, Lorraine. 

Thank you for your time. 

 

Comment #2:  

Paula Maute 

My comment would be the cost of housing in Cambridge and around the country, but in 
Cambridge in particular has gone up so much and even around the country is, as you know, the 
housing prices are exorbitant. And I guess my comment is that this 2.5% rate of interest and 
even the old rate, it does not keep up with the cost of housing. I would like to move from this 
condo, I cannot afford to move because the housing costs have gone up so much. So it seems to 
me, and my comment is this, that the trust did not take into consideration the cost of housing. 

I didn't do my math, and I'm wondering if they did their math that the rising cost of housing in 
the country, or you maybe just want to say in Massachusetts where prices have gone up so 
much. So in other words, it seems like we're losing money, we're losing money in this 
[inaudible] and don't plan to die in our house. Even if we plan to die in our house, our errors 
don't get that much money proportionate to the amount that housing costs have gone up. That 
is my comment 
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